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,QWURGXFWLRQ
Throughout the last decade the financial situation of children in Germany has been marked by increasing problems: in 1997 the proportion of children living in households receiving welfare payments was about twice as high as their respective share of the entire population. Households with children have lower than average incomes and poverty rates 1 have increased from about 10 percent to more than 15 percent over the period from the mid 1980s to1996. The central aim of this paper is to compare the effects of this trend on native and non-native children.
Non-native children include children who do not have German citizenship and "ethnic Germans" who migrated from eastern European countries to Germany ($XVVLHGOHU). About one half of the immigrants who entered Germany since 1984 are ethnic Germans. Thus, any analysis which compares the living conditions of immigrant children to those of native born German children must take into account the heterogeneity of immigrants in Germany as well as their respective legal status.
In 1995, the share of foreign born persons in Germany was about 9% of the entire population 2 ; in West Germany, where most of the immigrants live, the share of foreign born was about 12%.
Because immigrants make up a significant share of the overall population and immigrant women have higher fertility rates than native women, children of non-natives are making up an increasing proportion of all children in Germany. Despite the continuing influx of immigrants to Germany, German society generally does not consider itself to be an "immigrant society" (cf. Heckmann 1999b).
Due to the German citizenship regulations, children born to non-nationals in Germany are considered "immigrant children" regardless of their respective place of birth (abroad or within Germany after their parents immigrated). In contrast to countries like the United States of America, where citizenship is granted to persons born within the country (LXV VROLV), children born in Germany do not automatically receive German citizenship. They receive the nationality of their parents (the right of blood, LXV VDQJXLQLV). This in turn leads to so-called "second" and even "third generation 1 Measured as poverty head count rates based on a poverty threshold of 50 percent of median equivalent income.
3 immigrants", the latter being children born to second generation immigrants, who -very often -still hold their original citizenship 3 .
There are two main groups of immigrants in Germany. The first is made up of migrant workers from Mediterranean countries who entered the country in the 1960s and early 1970s (the so-called JXHVWZRUNHUV). The second group consists of immigrants from Eastern Europe who arrived after the fall of the Berlin wall in October 1989 who are often referred to as "Ethnic Germans" ($XVVLHGOHU).
Because of the specific German concept of ethnicity and citizenship it is worthwhile to make certain distinctions when speaking of immigrant children: Figure 1 shows our concept of "immigration status" based on the combination of citizenship and country of birth of children and their parents.
)LJXUH Immigration Status in Germany
Place of Birth (child or parents) Citizenship (child or parents) in Germany Abroad German (A) Native Born German (B) German Immigrant (mainly $XVVLHGOHU) Non-German (C1) Native Born Foreigner ´6HFRQG DQG 7KLUG *HQHUDWLRQ´ (C2) Foreign Born Foreigner (classic immigrant case)
In our analysis we pay special attention to differences in the situation of immigrant and foreign children as compared to those born to native born German parents. Mostly, we will differentiate three groups of children depending on their family roots:
• A: the mainstream of Native Born Germans • B: German Immigrants (mainly $XVVLHGOHU)
• C1 + C2: Foreigners (Foreign Born and Native Born).
As measures of short term living conditions we analyze income position, poverty risk, and some selected indicators concerning household structure, employment, and the housing situation. In addition, we use language proficiency as well as some habitual indicators to shed more light on the process of cultural assimilation into German society. Finally, our major indicator for long run prospects for children is the current educational enrollment of teenagers, which is closely linked to their future development. 3 The federal government recently introduced some changes in the legislation concerning citizenship and naturalization. For the following empirical analyses these changes are not relevant, since they are based on data up until 'DWD The micro data used for the following analysis comes from the German Socio-economic Panel Study (SOEP). This survey was started in 1984 in West Germany and was extended to the former German Democratic Republic (East Germany) in June 1990, shortly before unification (cf. Wagner et al 1993) . Because most of the immigrants who entered Germany after the late 1980s settled down in newly created households which are not covered by the ongoing panel study a new sub-sample was introduced to the SOEP in 1994/95, titled the "immigrant sample" 4 (cf. Burkhauser et al 1997) .
For this paper we are exploiting data for the years 1995/96 for East and West Germany which includes the most recent immigrant population 5 . The following descriptive analyses focus on children in unified Germany, however the regression estimates concentrate on West Germany, where most of the children born to immigrants and foreigners reside. 6 While all adult members of a given household are interviewed personally in the SOEP, information about children up to 16 years of age is gathered by questions asked from the main respondent who is usually the household head which restricts the data available to us on the youth population. The data we do have includes age, gender, and some more detailed information concerning enrollment in preschool, school, or other educational settings. In addition, the SOEP does contain a lot of data on the household a given child resides in as well as its adult members.
Citizenship data in the SOEP is obtained from the "register file" of the panel study, which contains basic demographic information on each household member (i.e. for adults as well as for children).
Eventual immigration related data (country of origin, year of immigration, etc.) is not known for children, but for interviewed adults only, since this data is collected in a special biography 1996. 4 As long as immigrants live in institutions (e.g., refugee camps) they are not part of the SOEP target population of private (non-institutionalized) households. 5 In order to get more stable results we pool information over two years. In our regression analyses we control for this by a time-dummy variable; however, we do not calculate robust standard errors. The number of observations for these analyses are 5,648 in West Germany and 2,122 in East Germany for 1995/96. 6 For extended analyses of selected indicators, also in comparison to the situation a decade ago in 1985/86, cf. Frick and Wagner (2000) . 5 questionnaire. Due to the above mentioned differentiation of our sample, we need to know immigration related information for the parents, but not necessarily for the child. 7 0HWKRGRORJLFDO $VSHFWV Our empirical analysis begins with descriptive, mostly bivariate, information on the subpopulations of interest. In our second step we estimate regression models for income, poverty status, and school attendance controlling for a variety of influential factors in order to find out if there are any significant immigration or foreigner related differences in the short term living conditions and long term prospects of children in Germany.
In line with our previous description of nationality and legal status factors we will make use of different variables to identify the subgroups of interest.
• First, we use a simple dummy variable indicating if a child lives in an household with immigrants or if the child stems from immigrants as compared to the mainstream population of Native Born Germans.
• A second variable differentiates between Native Born Germans, German Immigrants and Foreigners. In the regression analyses we further differentiate immigrants and foreigners according to their state of assimilation. We compare children in households of "single" ethnicity (both parents are immigrants or foreigners) with children of "mixed" ethnicity, where at least one adult (mostly one parent) is native German (cf. .
• A third variable distinguishes children of immigrants by the number of years since migration of the parents . Here we look at those who have lived in Germany for up to 5 years, 6 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, more than 20 years, and finally those who were born in Germany, but still hold a foreign citizenship and as such belong to the immigrant population according to our definition (see figure 1 above). This differentiation is not only relevant as a measure of time spent in Germany, which is a proxy for chances to be better integrated into the host country's society. The measure can also be used to check the position in the business cycle at the point of time when a person immigrated: we assume that there are long term benefits of entering the country during a 7 Based on some assumptions one also can define immigrant information for children: e.g. if a child is born after its mother immigrated to Germany, we assume the child to be native born. If the birth took place before the mother migrated, the child would be dealt with as an immigrant. Nevertheless, depending on the mother in this example being an immigrant and/or foreigner herself, the child would be sorted into the corresponding category "German immigrant" or "Foreigner". 6 boom period, since this enhances the likelihood of success within the labor market. On the other hand, a person immigrating during a trough period might be more likely to experience long term unemployment.
• Finally, a variable differentiates our population of interest according to the country of origin.
Here we look at those coming from Mediterranean EU-countries (mainly Italy, Spain, Portugal, and Greece), Mediterranean Non-EU-countries (Turkey and the former Yugoslavia), Eastern Europe (including former Soviet Union), Western industrialized countries (e.g. USA, Canada) and a rather heterogeneous rest category, which includes asylum seekers and refugees from other parts of the world.
Without a doubt, individual wellbeing depends on monetary as well as non-monetary factors.
However we are dealing mainly with disposable household income and poverty status as the major indicators of general wellbeing. We argue that this is justified because of the many connections, direct and indirect, that economic conditions have with well-being.
Household income is derived from annual income measures, which are calculated for the year prior to the interview. We calculate household income two ways: pre-government income and postgovernment income, which is our measure of disposable income.
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• Pre-government income is a measure of the previous years market income, which includes income from employment of any kind, private transfers, net returns on assets (income from interests, dividends or rent), and imputed rental value of owner occupied housing.
• Post-government income is pre-government income minus taxes and social security contributions, plus public transfers and pensions of all sources. Public transfers are the sum of all -mostly means tested -transfers received by all household members throughout the previous year.
In order to adjust income for differences in family or household size, we apply a straightforward equivalence scale, following Atkinson, Rainwater, and Smeeding (1995) . We calculate an adjusted "equivalent income", < HT, by dividing disposable household income, < GLVS , by the adjusted household 8 These annual income measures are part of the Cross-National Equivalent Data File produced by Cornell University in Ithaca, NY and the DIW in Berlin, cf. Burkhauser, Butrica and Daly 1999. Using the official consumer price index (CPI) all incomes are measured in DM of 1991. Because there are some differences in the price level in East and West Germany we apply a purchasing power parity index to adjust East German incomes (which are in real terms higher than in nominal terms, cf. Krause 1995) . size, 6 ε . For the following calculations we use ε = 0.5, which gives the square root of household size.
A very important indicator of well being is the poverty status of households and persons. We calculate the so-called headcount ratio, which is the percentage share of population with income below a certain poverty line. In order to show the threshold sensitivity of our results, we use two different poverty head count ratios. More specifically, we define poverty as the share of population with incomes either below 50% or 60 % of median income of the entire population 9 .
When differentiating the three subgroups of children in our analyses we make use of other socioeconomic information. Our independent variables include parental age and educational status, household type, community size, housing situation, and unemployment experience of all employable household members. Without a doubt unemployment is a very important determinant of income and other living conditions. The SOEP data allows us to check for recent occurrence of unemployment in a child's household (for each adult household member we have this information based on the month of the interview as well as in the course of previous year). In order to provide more than a snapshot of the current employment situation, we construct an "unemployment index" at the household level. Based on monthly employment status information for the previous calendar
year, this index calculates "months with unemployment" as a share of "potential months with employment" for all employable, adult members of a given household. The index is zero if a household is not affected by unemployment at all. It is 100 if all adult members were unemployed during the entire time under consideration. The index is not defined, if all adult members are retirees (e.g., not of employable age) or if they were not able to take up employment due to educational activities, pregnancy, etc.
The educational attainment of the parental population in our sample is very heterogeneous.
Educational levels achieved in foreign countries are hard to compare with those of the German system. Thus, parental educational status in our analysis is based on the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED), which provides a measure of the highest educational status achieved by a child's parents. Due to the problems associated with comparing educational degrees received within Germany with those from abroad (cf. e.g. Reitz et al. 1999) , we decided to use a 9
The term "entire population" describes all persons living in Germany, thus not only children, but also including those aged 17 and over. 8 three tiered education variable: "without secondary education", "completed secondary education", and "some post-secondary education" instead of a continuous years of education variable.
For our analyses of long term prospects we use information on actual school enrollment in Germany, since all children observed in our survey are currently being educated within this system. We distinguish between the basic level of +DXSWVFKXOH which ends after nine years of schooling, 5HDOVFKXOH which goes up to tenth grade, and *\PQDVLXP which is university preparation.
(PSLULFDO 5HVXOWV
Germany's population structure has been heavily influenced by immigrants because of their age composition and their -up to now -higher fertility rates. Table 1 details the composition of the resident population of persons up to 16 years of age in Germany in 1995/96. In re-unified Germany one out of five children in this age group is born outside of Germany or is a non-national; in West Germany this is the case even for one out of four children. Table 2 displays some descriptive statistics for selected objective and subjective indicators. Because of the greater emphasis on traditional social values in communities of foreign origin persons, we find lone parents to be less likely among children of foreigners compared to both other groups. The situation in East Germany is somewhat different to that of West German natives: The overwhelming majority of children lives in families with 1 or 2 children, larger families are rather rare.
Short-term prospects
More than 50% of native German children lived in homes owned by their families during the mid 1990s. In contrast, less than 30% of children of German immigrants and foreigners live in owneroccupied housing. East German children are only slightly more likely than children of foreign-origin persons to live on their own property. Similarly West German children are -on average-much better off in terms of flat size and number of rooms per capita than any other group. Although the housing conditions for foreigners have been steadily improving, about 50% of the foreign population complains that their flat size is "too small" .
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Unemployment is experienced more frequently in foreign origin and ethnic German immigrant households than in West German households with children. Foreign origin and German immigrant households are the least likely to be unaffected by unemployment (Index=0%). Foreign origin households are the most heavily impacted by unemployment. The share of children living in a household without unemployment is only two thirds and almost every tenth foreign origin child in this group lives in a household severely affected by unemployment.
The SOEP data provides a wide range of indicators describing the subjective wellbeing of respondents. We use selected information on VDWLVIDFWLRQ as well as indicators on ZRUULHV about overall and individual economic development of parents in order to compare immigrants to the autochthonous population. Beyond that we look at some indicators explicitly targeted at immigrants and foreigners living in Germany.
"Not feeling at home in Germany" is an individual perception that is more pronounced among foreigners than among German immigrants (50% vs. 39%). However, the fact that approximately 40% of HWKQLF Germans do not feel at home in Germany is remarkable. Additionally, in both groups more than every second child lives in a household, where parents experience a feeling of being discriminated against because of origin. In contrast to children in households of immigrants and foreigners, those born to Native born Germans appear to live with parents who are more concerned about overall economic development (about 55%) than about personal economic development (23% for West Germans and not surprisingly 41% in East Germany). Among foreigners and German immigrants the share of those expressing these worries tends to be more equally distributed (35% among German immigrants, and 40 to 50% among foreigners ).
Finally, we look at satisfaction of parents. Comparing statistics on present life satisfaction with expectation of satisfaction with life five years into the future, foreigners seem to be rather optimistic (6.6 vs. 7.3) in comparison with all other groups. On the other hand, parents of foreign origin children and those in East Germany are the least satisfied with their standard of living and their financial situation (measured as household income).
The overall sense one gets from income and poverty indicators (Table 3) is that German immigrant and foreign origin children tend to be significantly worse off than German natives in West
Germany. Nevertheless we have to state that children in East Germany are very much like nonnative children in West Germany. All of these findings are basically in line with the results on the subjective indicators listed above. Although East German incomes are adjusted for purchasing power differences, they are lower than those of the West German mainstream population and they barely match the income of children born to German immigrants and foreigners in West Germany.
Looking at the amount of public transfers received we find not only the highest absolute value for East German children, but this group also exhibits the highest dependency rate measured by public transfers as a percent of post-government income. On the other hand, children of foreigners tend to live in households receiving fewer public transfers in absolute terms.
Relative income positions based on post government income are below population average for DOO children (because households without children are generally better off than households with children). While the position of native German children and those born to foreign origin persons has been fairly stable since the mid 1980s (cf. Frick and Wagner, 2000) , there has been a significant reduction in average family income for children of German immigrants. Due to the major influx of new migrants from Eastern Europe the incomes of German immigrant households dropped from 80% of the average down to less than 70%, which is in line with their higher dependency on public transfers in the mid 1990s.
Given the above mentioned differences in income levels, the poverty rates (based at a poverty threshold of 50% of median income) for native German children in West and East Germany as well as for German immigrant children are surprisingly similar at about 15%. On the other hand, children born to foreigners experience a much higher poverty rate of around 24%. Due to differences in the income distribution, raising the poverty line to 60% of median income yields major increases in the poverty rate for German immigrant children (29%) and foreigners (36%), however the increases are less significant for Native German children (21% Based on SOEP data, Büchel, Frick and Voges (1997) show that in a bivariate comparison immigrants to Germany have a higher probability of social assistance take-up when comparing them to natives. However, when controlling for a variety of socio economic structure variables, this difference is clearly reduced.
we use multivariate regression models which simultaneously control for a set of independent variables. Dependent variables are equivalent post-government income and poverty status. Table 4 displays the results of regression models on equivalent post government income. 11 We control for parental age, highest educational level of parents, regional information, community size and household or family type. In addition we introduce different indicators of immigration status and we also run a model including unemployment experience by all adult household members 12 .
A dummy variable for the second calendar year of the two-year-period under consideration is introduced for control purposes as well. This time effect does not prove to be significant in any of the regression models on income. Thus, from a substantive point of view the pooling procedure is justified, but our levels of significance are likely to be overestimated, since most of the observations show up twice in the regression. Nevertheless, because most of the effects are highly significant this is not a problem.
Before checking explicitly for immigration specific effects, the list of control variables show the following, mostly expected results:
• All other things being equal, children living in the Midwest experience an income loss of about 12% relative to the reference group of children living in the Southern part of West Germany. The relative income loss for children living in the North is about 14%.
• There is no significant income difference according to community size.
• The younger the parents, the lower the income position of the family. If a child's parents are younger than 25 years, the child can expect to live in a household where the income is 80% less than in households where the parents are aged 46 and over.
• Children of lone parents live in households with incomes about 70% lower than children living with both parents and no other siblings.
• As expected, there is a positive and significant correlation between parental education and income. Children whose parents completed some post-secondary education live in households where the income averages 60% higher than children in the reference group whose parents did not complete secondary education.
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By simply controlling for immigrant status of any kind (Model I) we find a negative and significant coefficient which supports the hypothesis that the incomes of immigrants are negatively affected by discrimination. However these results may have arisen from non-observed effects of "ability".
Immigrant households make about 13 percent less income than other households (after controlling household structure effects using an equivalent scale and through the inclusion of dummy variables for household types!).
Differentiating immigration status according to single nationality and mixed nationality (i.e., one spouse is native German) in German immigrant and foreign origin households(Model II), shows that single nationality, foreign origin households experience significant income losses of about 36%.
This is most likely a result of recent high unemployment rates among foreigners. On the other hand, there is a clear positive effect of "mixed" parental couples: This is true for both, children of German immigrants and those born to foreigners, although only the latter is statistically significant.
Breaking down immigrants by area of origin shows immigrants from Western countries differ significantly from all the other immigrants (Model III). The average income of Western immigrant families is well above that of native born Germans. The coefficients for all other groups of immigrants are negative, as expected. The most significant effects are the negative income deviations for families stemming from non EU, Mediterranean, worker-recruiting countries and for families from Eastern Europe (about 28% and 25%, respectively). The coefficient for children coming from "other" countries is also negative and significant due to the large number of asylum seekers and refugees in this group.
If a society is successfully integrating immigrants, their economic well-being should improve with duration of stay in the host country. We control for this by brackets of years since parents' migration (Model IV). As expected, children born to newly arrived immigrants (those who have lived in Germany less than five years) get by on a significantly lower income. There is no significant income differential between foreign origin children whose parents have lived in Germany for more than 20 years and those whose parents were born in Germany.
In order to analyze the impact of past economic success in the labor market, which most likely correlates to the living conditions of immigrants, we add information on unemployment experience (Model V). In terms of the adjusted R 2 , there is a clear improvement in the explanatory power of 13 this model from about 30% to almost 40%. As expected, there is a negative and highly statistically significant effect of increasing unemployment on disposable income. Moreover, this additional information does not really interfere with the results as they appear above. Except for variables that are correlated with unemployment experience, there is no principal change in our results. The only thing to note is that the magnitude of the coefficients for "parental education" and children whose parents most recently entered Germany is somewhat reduced without losing statistical significance. nevertheless, since by definition the analysis of relative poverty concentrates on the lower tail of the income distribution, there are a few notable exceptions. Again, before looking at immigration specific effects, we check the list of control variables.
• All other things being equal, children living in the Midwest or North of West Germany have a higher risk of falling into poverty than those in the South.
• There does not seem to be any significant difference between children living in the countryside and those living in big cities.
• The younger the parents, the higher the poverty risk for the children.
• Children of single parents are about 7 times as likely to be poor than those living with both parents and no other siblings (reference group). In addition, the greater the number of siblings, the greater the poverty risk.
• Parental education is a very important and highly significant predictor of child poverty. In comparison with the reference group of children whose parents did not complete secondary education, children with highly educated parents (with some post-secondary education) have a poverty risk which is more than 80% lower.
According to the results of Model I, where we employ a single dummy for all non-native German households, children born to German immigrants and foreigners face a probability of being poor which is about 16% higher than children in the reference group of native born German households.
Controlling for our indicator of assimilation in Model II, we find children with single nationality 13 These odds-ratios are much easier to interpret than the estimated coefficients. An odds-ratio value of 1.10 for a dummy-variable [ indicates that a person with [=1 has a risk of being poor approximately 10% higher as the reference group, all other things being equal. Correspondingly, an odds-ratio value of 0.90 is to be interpreted as an approximately 10% lower poverty risk as compared to the risk in the reference group. foreign parents to be mostly exposed to poverty. Children of "single nationality" German immigrants as well as those of "mixed" foreigners seem to have an even smaller risk of falling into poverty even than native born German children, after controlling for the above mentioned socioeconomic structures. This result might be influenced by some preferential treatment of $XVVLHGOHU in the mid 1990s in terms of their eligibility for specific public transfers.
The results of Model III are in line with those of the OLS regressions on income: highest chances of being poor can be found among children stemming from European Non-EU countries (mostly Turkey and the former Yugoslavia) as well as from the category "other" which includes asylum seekers and refugees. On the other hand, children in households coming from EU-countries and other Western industrialized countries again appear to have been positively selected, having a poverty risk lower than that of native born German children.
Model IV differentiates children according to the number of years their parents already spent in
Germany: not surprising, those who immigrated most recently (1990 through 1995) are in the worst position. On the other hand, children whose parents arrived in Germany 11 to 20 years ago (i.e. between the mid 1970s and the mid 1980s) are exposed to a significantly lower poverty risk which is only about 60 percent of that of native born children.
Finally, Model V controls for the impact of unemployment. 15 As expected, we find a clear poverty boosting effect when unemployment in the household context is increased. Again, as was the case for the regressions on equivalent income, it is important to note that the addition of the unemployment effect does not change the overall covariate structure, rather it simply reduces their impact by a small fraction.
Long-term prospects
Especially for the long-run prospects of children parental education is very important. Not surprisingly the educational background of foreign born parents is by far worse than the one of German parents (Table 6 ). More than a third of foreign origin children live with parents who have less than a secondary education. On the other hand, as a result of there being an increasing share of 14 The square root of this statistic approximates the t-value. 15 The change in the model specific -2 log likelihood, and as such the model improvement, show that the Pseudo-"second generation immigrants" among these foreign origin parents, the share of those with some post-secondary education is 29%. It is important to note the rather poor educational background of the recently arrived German immigrants. The parents of children in the group of German immigrants have an educational level which is only slightly better than the one of foreign immigrants: The share of parents with post-secondary education is smallest in this group. However, these quantitative results cannot give sufficient information on the quality and transferability of educational credentials received abroad (cf. Kreyenfeld and Konietzka 2001) . As a result of the GDR educational system, East German children have the lowest share of low-educated parents. In line with our expectation, the educational level of immigrant parents -on average -improves with increasing duration of stay in Germany. Those who originate from Mediterranean worker-recruiting countries are least educated (regardless of whether or not they originate from EU countries), whilenot surprisingly-highest educational credentials can be found among parents coming from western industrialized countries.
Beyond the formal educational background of parents, their "cultural capital" and especially their language proficiency seem to be important for the success of children in school and society. Table 6 also displays information about languages used at home and some other behavioral indicators. It is not surprising that only 38% of parents of foreign immigrant's children speak predominantly German at home, while about one out of five foreign children lives in a household where the mother tongue is primarily used. However, given their German ancestry, it is rather surprising that only one half of the children born to German immigrants speak mainly German at home. However, these results mirror the remarkably high share of those "not feeling at home in Germany" (see table 2 ).
On the other hand, the number of foreign origin persons with German citizenship speaking mostly their native language is very small. Breaking down the language proficiency by years since immigration shows a very strong effect: Among recent immigrants 39% stick to their mother tongue, and only one quarter predominantly speaks German at home. This share is about 40 to 45% among those who have lived in Germany for more than five years and 76% among children living in households of "second-generation" foreigners. Consequently, the share of those who are still using the language of their antecedents (together with German) is down to one quarter. In line with the results on the distribution of parental education, the breakdown by country of origin shows that the non-German-speaking fraction is the biggest in the group of parents coming from non-EU European countries, mainly Turkey.
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The kind of food and music which is enjoyed at home as well as the language of newspapers which are read provide additional insight into the process of cultural assimilation. $XVVLHGOHU tend not to read newspapers and not to listen to music from their home countries, whereas one third still enjoys the home cuisine. This share is about the same in the group of foreigner's children.
Eating and preparing food as is common in the home country is a long-lasting behavior, which does not vary much by the years since immigration. Among all German immigrants' and foreign origin children, it is only the group of households with second-generation foreigners that have primarily German cooking habits: The share of those preparing food from their country of origin (whatever that is, given that they are born in Germany) is as low as 11%. Differentiating by country of origin, we again can state that the households of persons coming from Mediterranean countries (mostly socalled JXHVWZRUNHUV) stick most to their traditional habits: more than 50% of all children within this group predominantly enjoy meals made as in their home country.
Although, there is no legal discrimination of German immigrant or foreign children in the educational system of Germany, this does not necessarily mean that there are not other obstacles to educational success for non-native children. Some of these difficulties might be related to the cultural differences mentioned above and particularly to language deficiencies. . Table 7 gives some insight in the educational enrollment of the subgroup of 13 to 16 year old children, who are most likely to be on their final school track. In other words, the school where they are educated at this age is most likely the type of school from which they will receive their final degree. 16 The German school system tracks students at three major levels: "+DXSWVFKXOH" is the lowest level with graduation after 9 years of school, "5HDOVFKXOH" ends after 10 years, and successfully finishing "*\PQDVLXP" (after 13 years) provides a child with the opportunity to enter university (cf. Wagner et al. 1998) . Pupils who successfully finish +DXSWVFKXOH or 5HDOVFKXOH usually will be looking for an apprenticeship to go on with vocational training. Without any doubt, on a tight apprenticeshipmarket the odds are against those with a +DXSWVFKXOH-degree. Thus, it is most interesting to see which type of school a child is attending since this piece of information is a very good indicator for further development and future economic success.
Breaking down pupils by immigrant status, shows that only one out of five children born to foreigners attends *\PQDVLXP, while a third of Natives (in West and East Germany) and a quarter of children born to immigrants with German citizenship are attending this type of school. However, in comparison to the situation in the mid 1980s, there are clear signs of improvement when looking at the share of foreigners attending the lowest school level (+DXSWVFKXOH). This share dropped from 57% to 39% in the mid 1990s (cf. Frick and Wagner 2000) .
For a multivariate analysis of the determinants of school enrollment of 13 to 16 year old persons we control for the same covariates as in the regressions on income position and poverty status 17 . Table   8 shows the results of logistic regressions on the probability of "Attending *\PQDVLXP" in 1995/96.
Not surprisingly, we find a clearly reduced probability of attending this type of school among children with younger parents. On the other hand, children in metropolitan areas show a slightly higher tendency to be enrolled at the *\PQDVLXP level. We also confirm the well-known fact that education levels between different generations of the same household are highly correlated . In comparison to the reference group which includes children whose parents did not complete secondary education, we find an increased likelihood of attending *\PQDVLXP among those kids whose parents' highest educational level is post-secondary education (e.g., a university degree).
More important to our research question is the impact measured by immigration specific variables on school enrollment. At first glance it might be surprising that we do not find a significant effect for the simple immigration dummy (Model I). In other words, it does not seem to be immigration status SHU VH that accounts for the descriptive differences in educational enrollment, but rather other socio-economic effects. Nevertheless, Model II exhibits a significantly higher probability of attending Gymnasium for children of "mixed" parental couples consisting of foreigners and native Germans. Accounting for the country of origin in Model III, children coming from western industrialized countries appear to be in the most advantageous position, in other words: children of native Germans are doing worse.
In contrast to the regression results on poverty risk (Table 5) , we do not find a significant effect for children of most recent immigrants, though the direction of this impact is as expected negative. If integration is an ongoing process, one would expect that this situation would improve with duration of stay within the host country. In fact, -other things being equal-children whose parents have 16 Cf. Heckmann (1999a) for an analysis which focuses on successful school finishing as well as on initial labor market integration of young migrants in Germany. lived in Germany for 10 to twenty years have an even higher probability of attending *\PQDVLXP than the reference group of native born German children. 18 
&RQFOXVLRQ DQG 2XWORRN
Our comparative analyses are based on the different sub-samples of the German Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP) . With respect to selected non-monetary as well as monetary indicators there are-despite Germany's fairly effective transfer system-significant differences in living conditions between native born German children and those born to immigrants of German descent and foreign origin persons. Overall, we find that children in Germany live in households with below average incomes therefore social policies that address the vulnerable position of Germany's children are necessary. These policies should cover targeted financial transfers as well as improvements in day care provision for children. Access to day care is particularly critical because not only does it make it easier for parents to hold a job, it also provides immigrant children with an educational head start.
There is no formal "discrimination" of immigrant children by the German school system. However low educational attainment levels are still being transferred from one immigrant generation to the next. The net result is that children of immigrants are not able to close the educational gap between themselves and their native German counterparts. The probable long-term consequence will be a large number of poorly qualified persons in the work force, who are much more likely to face severe labor market problems and as such will be a problem for the German economy as a whole for many years to come. In other words, the German educational system, which includes pre-school, school and vocational training, needs to provide equal opportunities to all children regardless of their social background. If necessary, there should be additional incentives for children born to German immigrants and foreign origin persons to overcome language disadvantages.
Until recently, the German government did not view Germany as an immigration country, therefore policies designed to better improve the educational and economic integration of immigrants have received inadequate consideration. In addition, there is an ongoing discussion, both in and outside of academia, regarding the need for an DFWLYH immigration policy which would recruit immigrants to fill Germany's particular economic needs as well as maintain Germany's strong tradition of 18 Adding unemployment experience in Model V somewhat improves the overall explanatory power of the 19 providing refuge from political persecution (cf. Zimmermann 1994 , Herrmann 1999 ). Significant increases in immigration are necessary if Germany is to maintain its standard of living despite its rapidly graying population.
However, the Federal Government has recently made significant advances in the area of integration by facilitating the naturalization ((LQEUJHUXQJ) of long-term aliens and allowing (temporary) dual citizenship for children born in Germany to foreigners. This can be seen as a first, and very important step towards easing immigrants into society by granting them access to all the legal privileges afforded to German citizens. However it should be noted that integration is a two way process and that "integration willingness" on behalf of the immigrants themselves, such as improvement in their knowledge of the German language, is necessary if they want to achieve economic parity with native Germans. Finally, if the immigrant integration process becomes smoother, Germany will be in a better position to welcome immigrants in the future. estimation, though it does not seem to have an impact on its own and it does not change the depicted structures.
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